There has been little empirical research to date on the consequences of mass media change for the processes of government in the UK, despite a well-documented concern since the 1990s with 'political spin'. Studies have focused largely on the relative agenda setting power of political and media actors in relation to political campaigning rather than the actual everyday workings of public bureaucracies, although UK case studies suggest that the mass media have influenced policy development in certain key areas. The study of government's relations with media from within is a small but growing sub-field where scholars have used a combination of methods to identify ways in which central bureaucracies and executive agencies adapt to the media. We present the results of a preliminary study involving in-depth interviews with serving civil servants, together with archival analysis, to suggest that media impacts are increasingly becoming institutionalized and normalized within state bureaucracies; a process we identify as mediatization. A specific finding is a shift in the relationship between government, media and citizens whereby social media is enabling governments to become news providers, by-passing the 'prism of the media' and going direct to citizens.
Introduction
It is surprising that more extensive research has not been conducted within the UK on the consequences of media change for the processes of government, given a well-documented concern since the 1990s with 'political spin' (Moore, 2006; Sanders, 2011; Macnamara, 2014; Foster, 2005) . Despite Schlesinger's appeal 25 years ago for empirical studies of how sources act strategically (Schlesinger, 1990) , the study of government's relations with media from within remains a small, if growing sub-field, where scholars from different disciplines have This paper examines what the concept of mediatization can add to research and knowledge in this field. We argue that a long-term structural shift has taken place in the relationship of government to media since the 1980s, accelerating after 1997, and that this is best understood as a process of mediatization. This may include both permanent and cyclical change but has still not been sufficiently examined or theorised as a long-term historical process. At the core is a concern that changes that make media more ubiquitous in time and space and so more influential on day-to-day political outcomes, have led to a decline in government efficacy and potentially troubling shifts in relationships between policy makers and media actors. Part of the explanation for the lack of research and theory is the difficulty in accessing the internal processes of government, and addressing empirically change over time. Where direct access is facilitated, it has largely focussed on the activities of communications professionals at a particular moment in time. Our concern here is wider; not only how politicians and their advisers struggle to control of the news agenda but how media impact on policy. The deep shaping by media of government processes, and hence outcomes, is among the most farreaching set of consequences that media processes could have for society.
Mediatization theory argues that government is continuously influenced by interactions with media, whether direct (news management, sourcing), or indirect (the embedding of media stories, values and time-cycles into everyday action).
In the 'divided governance systems' typical of many modern democracies, government departments "steer complex networks of quasi-autonomous organisations" (Smith et al., 2011 : 976) such as regulators, executive agencies and NGOs, all of which to a greater or lesser extent seek legitimacy through media attention (Magetti, 2012; Schillemans 2012; Carpenter and Krause, 2011 ). Esser identifies three distinctive "facets" of "political logic" operating within government which complicate responses to mediatization: the backstage area where policy is produced, the visible stage on which politicians seek power and publicity, and the institutional framework which limits what political actors can do (Esser 2013 ). In the policy planning process, governments in the age of 24/7 news must anticipate media reception of new policies and how others might use media against them.
Mediatization scholars argue that existing paradigms fail to address issues of systematic, longer term change in relation to media, and have called for more diachronic empirical studies to be carried out at institutional level (Hepp, 2012; Hepp et al., 2015; Hjarvard, 2013) . Given the difficulties of extended ethnographic access to government, to research fully media's implications from within and over time requires alternatives to ethnography such as interviews, less intrusive observational fieldwork and documentary and archival analysis, and a theoretical framework that takes account of organizational complexity and social change. The theoretical framework we propose builds on the extensively researched mediatization of politics (Mazzoleni and Schulz, 1999; Strömbäck and Esser, 2014) , and the adaptation of political parties to media logic (Strömbäck, 2013) , in order to address the mediatization of government.
Within the literatures on mediatization, and specifically mediatization of politics, there are numerous accounts of how party politics is transformed by the drive for media representation share. Jensen suggests that the concept of mediatization is too broad to deliver "a coherent, robust and operational conceptual framework" and should instead be seen as a bridge into the empirical social world (Jensen, 2013, p. 218 ). Lunt and Livingstone argue that a more empirically focussed approach to mediatization can offer a heightened historical awareness, allowing us to reinterpret social transformations across a range of domains, and to examine the intersection of various meta-processes in a non-linear fashion (Lunt and Livingstone, 2016 ).
In the first section, we provide a selective review of productive areas of overlap between political communications, mediatization research, and broader literatures on government and bureaucracy. This throws up certain themes for closer investigation which are developed in the second section by presenting the findings of a small-scale preliminary study conducted in the UK which used archival and interview-based methods to identify themes for a larger study. Our findings raise a specific issue in relation to the use of social media by governments: social media are enabling governments to become news providers, by-passing the 'prism of the media' and going direct to citizens. In the conclusion we develop ideas for a longer-term study that could make use of a mediatization approach to critically examine relations between government and media in an internationally comparative way.
Mediatization of Government: process and consequences
Among the drivers of change impacting on national governments, we argue that more attention should be given to the recent theorizations of mediatization as a meta process whereby whole domains of life, including government, are transformed over the longer-term by their increasing permeation with media and communications (Couldry, 2012; Hjarvard, 2013; Krotz, 2009 ). This is neither a passive nor an inevitably irreversible process, and goes beyond the idea of 'media logic'. We begin by positioning our proposed study within the emerging literature on the mediatization of public bureaucracies, acknowledging the contribution of agenda-setting studies that have shown how media and political pressures condense to form particular political agendas. We then examine a sub-set of the larger literature on public administration which addresses ideas of risk, blame and compressed time, without necessarily examining media in detail, using case studies from the UK and elsewhere to show how media exposure, or its anticipation, can limit or determine policy decision-making. We touch on public administration and agenda-setting literatures insofar as they relate to government, noting that they have been extensively discussed elsewhere.
Media and politics as 'mutually reinforcing' dynamics in public bureaucracies
Political agenda-setting theory asked whether politicians or the mass media set the priorities for societal action. A range of studies since the 1960s explored how and to what extent news media or policymakers determine government priorities, and what constitutes news (Cohen, 1963; McCombs, 2004) , although they rarely featured bureaucratic actors and settings. These studies suggest that rather than being a zero-sum game, where an increase in media influence reduces the influence of politics, they are mutually reinforcing. This endorses claims that, although the political domain has become increasingly dependent upon and shaped by modern mass media, this does not necessarily mean that a "media driven democracy" is either irresistible or inevitable (Mazzoleni and Schulz, 1999: 259) .
The interplay between political and media systems at the institutional, or meso-level, has been Rawolle identifies even closer assimilation between media and policy actors in his examination of the development of Australian education policy in relation to the knowledge economy (Rawolle, 2005) . He concludes that they interacted to create political traction for certain policy themes while avoiding others; engaging in a struggle over the naming of social problems, the diagnosis of the cause, and proposed solutions. Waller found that Australian policy officials working in the controversial area of indigenous affairs were "scanning media endlessly and responding to it endlessly," a preoccupation which limited the range of conceivable policy options (Waller, 2014) . Swanson raised the spectre of the "political-media complex" as far back as 1992 in relation to his critique of American democracy (Swanson, 1992) . Some claim that decision-making in large governing bureaucracies is resistant to media influence, but others suggest that even "short periods of (media) attention affected outcomes and government policies for decades" (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993: 84) .
The UK, with its centralised and adversarial political and media systems, a largely permanent, non-partisan civil service and a majoritarian electoral system tied to a practice of "executive dominance" (Lijphart 1999: 314) , represents an extreme and relatively unexamined case. would be good to demonstrate change over time in government decision-making, the rhythm in which they are made, and the time available for internal policy deliberation.
background of a non-idealized account of the past, which examines less obvious changes in everyday institutional practice over time in particular settings. In the next section, we present the findings of a small-scale study designed to clarify the starting-points for a larger empirical research project.
Methodology: archival research and interviews
To gain an initial insight into long term change in how the government perceives its relations to media, we examined two tranches of UK archived government documents from the early 1980s, and contrasted these with data from interviews with serving officials to find out to what extent government practices towards the media had changed. This approach is necessarily diachronic rather than continuous due to the 30-20-year rule which restricts the release of government documents.
Archival research
The two tranches of documents examined included all Treasury papers relating to the new He predicted more intense competition for news, and advised ministers to "summarise the essentials" and provide "crisp, clear and simple" answers to questions. He might have suggested an increase in staffing for the Prime Minister's press office: in his memoirs he recalls that he had just one deputy, three press officers, two secretaries and an office manager (Ingham, 2003) . In 2017, the press office was staffed by 24 press officers and three support staff iv .
The documents provide early evidence of friction between politically driven media strategists and a civil service culture which resisted overt advocacy or persuasion -a tension that surfaced publicly after 1997. In the struggle for control over the government's media agenda, the balance of power appeared to be shifting towards ministers, accepted routines were being challenged, and shorter deadlines were being imposed. However, there is little sign here of the use of presentation as policy, as observed in some of the later UK case studies discussed earlier. This potentially far-reaching but largely hidden change in government's relations to media underlines the value of archival accounts of insider decision-making as a means of accessing detailed, institutionally-based, empirical evidence for continuity and change.
Expert interviews
To consider the extent and scope of institutional and cultural change in the intervening 30 years, we conducted anonymous interviews with serving senior civil servants from a range of departments and disciplines. Nine semi-structured interviews were carried out in late 2014
and early 2015, of whom four were communications specialists, four policy specialists, and one with both policy and communications expertise v . Any access to serving civil servants is difficult given the sensitivity of the topic, and the publicity-averse disposition of UK civil servants. From the tone of the interviews, it is clear that there were limits to how frank they could be vi . The interview topic guide was derived from the literature search, and from a scoping meeting with 30 or so senior academics, civil servants and policy specialists at the LSE in June 2014. All interviews were recorded, transcribed and analysed thematically around three major themes arising from the literature: the British context, agenda-setting, and media impact on bureaucracies, plus a fourth powerful new theme which, as we saw, has not yet been widely explored in the literature -insider perceptions of the impact of social media on government.
The British context
All interviewees were familiar with the working practices of the British media and had experience of dealing with or observing 'media frenzies' which although uncomfortable, were described as inevitable. The relations between government and media in the UK were judged to be distinctively adversarial, supporting claims in the agenda-setting literature that the UK is an outlier (Green-Pedersen and Walgrave, 2014; Van Dalen and Van Aelst, 2014).
The media in this country, the national newspaper media particularly, is very competitive and the media's obsession with personality and conflict (…) but it will ever be thus. We're never going to change it. (IV2)
"Accountability", was a word that recurred, although parliament was not mentioned in this context. In their "naming, blaming and shaming" capacity (Jarvis and Thomas, 2012: 279), legislature by holding government to account.
It is particularly important in the case of the UK: partly because the media is a powerful force, and partly because at least until recently the executive relative to the legislature has been very powerful. The media has been a very important check and balance in the system in a way that is slightly different than in other countries. (IV1)
This acceptance of intensive media scrutiny and the acknowledgment that in practice government is held to account more by media than parliament is substantiated by a former Liberal Democrat minister with the 2010-2015 Conservative-led Coalition government, who recalled: "we got quite remote from Parliament… It was much, much, much more about the media" (Cable, 2015) .
The agenda-setting power of media
While some were ambivalent towards media and thought that its influence should be resisted, most saw the news media as powerful agenda-setters even influencing the timing and content of policy making. On the other hand, "you have to be quite resistant" to the fact that "the media can create its own dynamic" (IV8), by "not letting the media dictate what the agenda is" and "actually setting the agenda ourselves" (IV5).
There was some support for claims made in the literature that there is an increasing tendency in mediatized politics (Meyer, 2002) for news making or symbolic politics to merge with political action (Cook, 2005) .
The department is actually quite comfortable with thinking of the media's impact on its policy. It's a big influence on it all the time and I don't actually think that's a bad thing (…) the media is a big presence in what we do. (IV1)
Journalists could facilitate otherwise "uncomfortable" challenges to ministers on the part of civil servants by legitimately questioning political narratives. One respondent admitted that, "you, to an extent, have to parrot the government's line (…) which is not necessarily a balanced view". Journalists performed a "very beneficial role" by proposing alternative viewpoints (IV9) and championing "issues which then feed into the policy debate" (IV6). Here, a positive role for media as an input to the policy process is being recognised, supporting the idea of a continuous feedback loop between media and government that has become normalized.
Media impact within the government bureaucracy
Mediatization studies of governments in a range of jurisdictions have suggested that officials closest to ministers, and those who are most senior, are more likely to be 'media savvy' (Rhodes, 2011; Schillemans, 2012 There was agreement that ministers overestimate the influence of the media, especially the national press, and spend a lot of time trying to manage it, possibly out of insecurity. Indeed, for some, ministers' primary relationship was with those responsible for handling the media: "The key relationship on a day to day basis is the head of news or the press secretary. They see ministers every single day, all day" (IV3). Another respondent agreed that: "ministers are
particularly attuned to what's in the news, because, after all, it's a very precarious job" (IV4).The pressure this puts on politicians is considerable: "I think anyone going into politics has to accept that they have no private life which is not subject to public scrutiny anymore" (IV6).
Officials are also under pressure to adapt their culture and working practices to media time and to prepare for possible onslaughts. Yet the demands of the news media, however discomfiting, are seen as an inevitable, even healthy part of life in a democracy, which can help to sharpen up policy.
In my experience overall, media questioning can force government to think through its policy better and stress test it for coherence and vigour. (IV1)
There was a note of caution, though, and a questioning as to whether this adversarial relationship really serves the needs of the public.
You need a very active and competitive media for a healthy democracy to keep politicians on their toes but do the media exercise too much power without responsibility? The negative consequences of that on the national debate and on peoples' cynicism -can that undermine democracy? (IV2)
Concern at the propensity of media to disrupt or distort government narratives led to greater efforts to reach citizens directly, as we see below.
The impact of social media on government
According to one respondent "the biggest single change has been the arrival of social media (as) a way of getting our message out more straight-forwardly" (IV1) but this went beyond simply adding more complexity to media management, or shrinking the time available to respond to the news agenda, though both of these were reported. Respondents sensed that they were on the threshold of a profound change to the print and broadcast media-dominated model that had persisted in government at least since the 1990s. An optimistic view of the promise of social media to enable governments to set their own agendas and bypass the mass media by engaging directly with citizens was evident (see Schulz, 2014) .
through the prism of the media. (IV8)
Officials were excited at the possibility of using graphics and video footage to tell compelling stories through the voices of those on the frontline; an intensification of the mediatization process which has been referred to as "feed-forward" (Crosbie, 2015) . There were risks. The same respondent argued that "the space in which people are operating is potentially much more exposed than it was", and that even street level officials dealing directly with the public needed to become more media savvy because members of the public "will film with their mobile phones in all sorts of different situations and stick those up on social media" (IV8). Another saw social media as a "more subtle" way of communicating, using channels provided by third parties: "people who are already trusted" (IV5).
Here, we see a second phase of normalizing media influences within government, when civil
servants think of what they do as making media, a development that can be considered as a more deeply naturalized phase of mediatization (Kunelius and Reunanen, 2014) . When civil servants start to think of themselves as media that rival mainstream media then we see a further embedding of media within government that signals a shift in the underlying conception of the relationship between government, media and citizens. We also see the possibility of the reemergence of government information delivered directly as news, but using "trusted" third parties to "amplify messages" as proposed in a UK government communications plan (HM Government, 2015: 3). As yet, the implications of this development for government, wider politics and for the mediatization of government are unclear, and so require further research, not least because this raises questions about the transparency of these processes.
Discussion and Conclusion
This article has examined diverse literatures relevant to understanding government's transforming relations to media as a process of mediatization and presents some preliminary UK-based research that defines the starting-points for a future larger-scale study of that topic in any country. In this concluding section, we draw together the threads of this discussion and propose an approach to such a study that could be applied across different media-governance systems.
Dominant paradigms in political communications research have tended to focus on agentcentred critical perspectives on changing practices of communications professionals or politicians (spin and professionalization for instance) or on questions of agenda-setting that reify a distinction between media and politics. Mediatization theory by contrast argues that such approaches are insufficient to grasp the continuous feedback loops between media and government practice, and suggests that research should focus more on everyday policy and administrative practice, particularly in the UK with its continuing professed attachment to the ideal of a politically neutral civil service.
Our preliminary research suggests that government in the UK is mediatized, and that the shift Senior civil servant, specialist, government department IV9
